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In this paper ;_argue that the current débate regarding the effective-
ness of 5ilingual education largely misses the point. The p&sition thae l'su
comﬁonly regarded as the pédagogicai ratianale\for transitional bilingual
education as well as the usual.opposing argument for all-English programs

are both demonstrably inadequate insofar . L )
as they fail to account for the research evidence. Oue theoretical piinciple
does, however, emerge cle;rly from the research data, namel;, that firse and
second language (L1 and L2) academic skills are intezdependent or manifesta-
tious of a commoh unde;lying pfoéiciency. Thers is also a cousiderable amount
of research data. relating to-the questions~bf why certain groups of minority

. Qg )
childrea tend to fail in school and the extent to which bilingual programs

ara cavable of reversing these trends.

FTirst, in order to place the current debate in context, the history of

&5 svolution over the past decade will be briefly raviewed. Then the extanc

to which the cpposing theoretical positions can acgount for the tesearch
findings will be comsidered and an attempt will be made to outlime what can

be said with confidence about the effects of bilingual education on the basis

of the research.

—

. - - . 1
Evolution of the Educational Dabace-™ :

Early sé;:ements of the ratiomale for bilingual schooling (e.g,.1 Gaarder,
“ ~

| 5 N
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1967) am pnas zed zhe: potnntza- benefits of ianicial L1 imstructicn both in

* : e LY
:ac.licacing home~school relationships and in promocing a healtly seli-

! : .
concept among minoriry childrén as ﬂell as ansuring that children did not

. \fall behind in academ‘c cqvtenc wh e Eaglish was being learned. Zowever,
. . ¢ .
Subsequenc to the Lau vs. Nichols decis.on and the widespread imposicion o
£ . )
< S

95 bilingual education om local school districts, attention incraasingly »
-focused.on the linguistic mismac§h bectween home and school as the cause of
ainority students' low achievemeﬁt. This was due not enl; to the intuitive
appeal of the arguﬁenc :ﬂzéﬁstudenCS could not learnhzh a language they ﬁidn'c
understand but also to the assumpcion that comstructs such as "language |
prof‘ciency" and "domlnance" were measurable and could there:ore be used

as indices to assess when and for how long bilingual programs wers '‘needed".

-
»

Thus, students who were ''mon- or limized-English-speaking'. (NZS and LES)

vere elig*ble for bilingual imstructiom until they had become "full-Zaglish-
! . . ) )
speaking" (FES).
{

L

Although,\since)its inceptionm, bilingual.education has given rise to

-
€

fears of fragmentatiou and divisiveness among ®@any commentators, izs peda-

gogical rational was initially not disputed in any sustdined or s;seemac-c -
way. This is illustratad in a New Tork Times editorial emtitled "Silingual

Danger," (November 22, 1976) which warmed that bilingual aducation risked

fosCeving\fhe creation of permanenc Spanish-sneak“ng enclaves as well as

cultural, “ecounomic and political divisiveness,but went 9n to say:
\

gogically sound means of easing pupils' way toward full“mastexry of
English aund of making possible a2fiective participation in the general

"Je Zully support the provper use of bilingual teaching as a peda- ‘
business of learning from the very moment a nou-Zaglish-speaking l

T T~ youngstzr sutars school. But the purpose -of such -inscructdonsafst - ——
be to creata Iaglish-speaking Americans with the least possiblédelay.” ,-'

* . -
. ? \ ) 6 . . ‘




The first serious educatiomal challaenges o the raticnalg Iors bilingual

educaticu came in 1977 with che publication of Noel Epstein's monograpn

"Languags, Ithaicity and the Schools” and-the American ILostitutes fer

Research (AIR) study on the impact of ESEA Title VII Spanish/Eaglisa

5ilingual programs (Danof: et al., 1977, 1978). Epstein (1977) pointed
out that research evidence in support of bilingual education was meagre

. o

and also that .the ratiomnale for-bilingual education was by no meams as

)

clearcut as advocates suggested. The success of French irmersion programs
in Canada, he argued, constituted '"the strongest argument against a aeed

to: teach students first in their mother tongue" (p.53) and showed that ''the

A

language factor itself can neither account for aor solve the educational

difficulcdes of these minority studeats"” (p.39). This was by no means a

new 'insight. Paulston (1975) aad previously argued convincingly that
language was aa iatervening variable and that the fundamental causal factors

for minority studeats' low achievement were social in nature. BHowever, the

impact of gpstein's analysis was considerable insofar as it undermined the
assumptions upon which policy had been based and reinforced the growing

suspicions of many educators and policy-makers about the "r 1" aims of

bilingual programs.

.

( * . .
‘These suspicions received a further boost when the AIR study reported

’

that only one-third of the students enrolled ia bilisgual classrooms were
clagsified as of limited English-speaking ability (although both Titles VII
and nou-Title VII Hispadic students were functioning ac ébproximacely ch%

20th percentild on measures of Zauglish academic functioning). The results

_ of comparative analyses were mixed in that Title Y11 stutlants did betcer

.
'

.

. ‘.

et




IC

t~

-skills..

as showing that the program was not working. He also approvingly ‘quoted

N T e

v ' ’
sap zomeTitla 7T stzudenss in zathematics bur somewhatr worse in Iftiglish

. . .

( :
i
|

Despite severs aechodological. criticisms (e.g. Gray, 1977; 0'Malley, 1978; swi

the AIR findings were interprated as avidence that "bilingual programs ate .
heading ia the direction of native language Taintenance" (Washington Post,
April 19, 1977) aund were frequently cited as evidence that the educatiomal o

rationale -for bild ngual education lacked credibil*cy . For example, Bethell

(1979), after suggesc ing cha;)the orogram reoresenced "a surreptitious death *

wish" on the part of the fede%al government, went oun to ci;e the AIR findings .

-

Cougressman John' Ashbrook's statement that ' t&e program is ac:ually pre- .
venting children from leagﬁiug English. Someday somebody is going to have
to* teach those ydung peop%i to speak English or else they are going to

berome public charges" (p:32).f R . |

.

from the literature review carried out by Baker and de Ranter (1981) of

\ i ‘ ‘ ) _
the O0ffiga of ?launniag, Budgec and Evaluacion in the U.S. Department of
v . J

Zducarcion. 3ake* and de Ranter ‘set up criteria for methodological adequacy

which resultéd in‘chg exclusion of several studies hitherto regarded as
¢ : .
strong evidence for the efiectivezess oﬁ bilinguai education (e.g. Egan

and Goldsmith, 1980; Modiana, 1966; Rosier and Holm, 1980). They concluded
* .

on the basis of the evidence they regarded as acceptable that 'there is

- .

-

ttransitional bili ngual educat;ond is

The most recent assault on the rationale for bilingual education ‘comes
a0 iirm empirical evidence,that TBE

uniquely -ff aczive in raising languagé-minority scudents perfornance in ‘

Inglish or in nonlanguage Subjec:_areﬁg\ (p.15), and tays exclusive

0y e
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saliance should =cz Se nizesd on T3E in Zfaderal policy. decisicmns. Taey
.

suggest oa the sasis of Soth cthe Cazadiazm Iindings and an evaluation at
- * ’

the %indergarten level iz Texas (Pena-fughes and Solis, 1981) that

"ggrucsured immersiocn'' is a promising altermative, te T3E.

* .

¢
As with the AIR study, the 3aker and de Xanter raport has beea sharply

3

eriticized by proponents of bilingual\education on methodologfcal grounds
(e.3. cri:eria Sor inclusiod/exclusion of studies) as well as for misleading
and unwarraqﬁad conclusions (Campbell and Gray, 1981; Roybal, 1981). VNever=-
theless, its negative impact has already been.consideggble as can be seen
from the Yew York Times editorial of Ocrnber}lo, 1981: .

. ¥ "The Departzent of Education 'is amalyzing new evidence that Expensive
' . bilingual educacion programs don't work... Teaching non-English
' speaking children in their mative language during much of their
school day construets a roadblock on their journey iate Znglish. .
A.language is best learned through izmersion iz it, particularl
’ by children... Neither society nor its childrem will“be well -
served if biliagualism continues to be used to keep thousands of .
children from quickly learning the.one language needed to succeed
in %merica." . _ . ,

Thus, the initial acceptance of biliagual aducation as a "pedagogically
. ! R . -« .
. sound means' to help children learn English has come under increasing pres-

sure during the past Zive years from the argument that i£ minorisy children

)
are deficient ia EZaglish, then they need instruction in Englisa, nQEEthei:
* [
Ll1. 3ilingual education appears to imply a couater-incuicive "less equals
more" rationale ia which less English instruczion is assumed to lead to - ,
‘e . &
more English achievement. <!
: B3
In summary, che.opposing pedagogical assumptions can be clearly scatad:
on the ote hand, the usual cransitional biliagual education racionale assumes
e —.. that ahildzea can's .learn in a language they don't understand and tharafore
ERIC S
— - l . . . -
v ' c) ~
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ahilizen imscrucctad through i second language will inevizably avperience academic
P, .
diffiiculzies; the opposing argument, on the other hand, assumes cthat there
is. a direct relatiouship betweén ewposure to Eaglish and achlevement in
Erglish and thersfore the zore time devoted to L1 imnstriction the poorer
14 .

the performance in Eaglish will be. Both these positions are refuted by
an enormous amount of well-controlled research. A major reason for their
failure £o account for the data is the fact that they ignore the socic-

cultural context and focus on language of instruction.as the causal or

independent vériabla (Paulston, 1975).

What Does The Research Say?

Bvnothesis 1: Inicial L2-Ounly Instruction Leads co‘Acadegié Retardaction.

' . \ .

_this as does the diffarential performance of minority groups axposed to

Contrary to tha assumption cf many bilingual educators, there is no evi-
*énce for the beliaf that a switch between the language of the home and
that of -the school, i.e. "linguistic mismatch", is in itself, the cause
of school failure. This conclusion is inescapable because of the large

aumber of documented cases involviag both majority and mimoricy language

~

students where academic performance did got suffer in spita of the fact

that the language of instruction was diffezent from the language of zhe

nome (see Cummins,'1981a: Paulston, 1976; Swain, 1981; Tucker, 1980 for .
& ¢ [
reviews). The French immersion studies (e.g. Swain, 1981) demonsctrate

the same home-school language switch condtions. Ffor example, Hispanic

aad Native groups appear to perform considerably worse than Asian groups

under L2-only iastruction (Coleman 2t al., 1964). \\

1¢
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A
A clear demonstration of the.ac: zhat neither '"liaguistic =ismateh
aor socioeconsmic scatus (SES) alome can account for the academic difficulcias

, of minority stuydents . coumes feom two district-wide surveys carzied out by the

Toronto 3oard of Edutation, a Yoard in wnich 2wora than 50 per cent of the
N » -

. .

students come Irom non—-tnglisn language backgrounds. 3oth sulveys (carried .

out iz 1969 and 1975) showed that language ainority scudents borm in Canada

. «

were @ore likely'to be in high academic streams (i.e. University preparatory)
4 .

at che secondary level than students oi the same SES ¢rom English howe back-
grounds, in spite of the fact that the ainority students' home language was

LY
different ;;om that of the school. The one major. exception to this trend

was the Tranco-Ontarian group (i.e.children from Franch home backgrounds

’ - .

bora in the province of Ontario), whose placement was very auch below tlhat

of studencs of similar SES from all other langhage backgrounds (see Cummins,

1979/80, 1981lb for reviews of these data).. b . N

'. b M

?

The reasous. for these f£indings will be considered later. The importanmt

R .
points at this stage are that neither *}inguistic mismatch" .nor SES alone

A J
can accouat for the research findings. -
. . : : 7
1

HYyoothesis 2: 3ilingual Inst:uccion'Leggg ro Retardation in English iAcademic

~\Skills. Despize its imituifve appeal this assuaption faras aven worse than

the pfevious one in that it is contradicted by the findings of all immersion

programs'for majority ghildZen and the vast majority of bilingual programs

»

for minority childzen. If this™assumption were valid then children in !’
~ 1]

Spanish or Fremch immersion progzdhs 25r aajority children should perfora
- Vs N
worse in Zagilish (L1) academic skills. Virtually every lomgitudinal -

‘ " i

. .

ERIC | ' ]
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avaluazion 2f inmersicn prsgrams (and there have de2n many -~ see, for example
. £ " '
the Didlisgraphy in Swain and Lapidn, 1981) shows that
although thefe isusually  an inicial lag in Snglish language skills
" development, this disappears when Zormal English language arts is intro-
.duced and immersion studencs often end up performing better in English

language and cognitive skills by zhe 2ad of elementary school, at which " e

stage they are fluently bilingual.

Similarly, longitudinal evaluations of bilingual programs for
minority students in Canada (see Cummins, 198la, 1981b for reviews), the
United States (reviewed by Baker and De Ranter, 1981; Troike, 1973), ‘
Swedé% (Banson, 1979) ireland (Cummins, 1978), Holland (Appel, 19785,
‘Wales (W}jn;tra, 1980) and many other countxzies report that s;udeéts
taught through a minority language for a}i or part of the school dgy per-
form at least as well in majorit§ language academic skills as equivalent
studeqts taught through the -dajority language for all or most of the
school day.” In scue.cases there Qs a élighc initial lag ip the Aevelop-
ment of majority languaéé écademic skills but this.usualiy disapgears
by the middle grades of elementary school and in many cases the bilingal

students nave shown superior performance by the end of elemeataxzy school -

(see Curmins, 198la, 1981b, and Troike, 1977, .lor reviews).
4

Two evaluations of programs for ainority language.S:udents will

illuscrate the pattern of effects. First ié the Nestor Sg¢hool Bilingual

Progzram in San Diego which iﬁvolve& both Spanish- and Enggish-background
students and used a team teaching approach in whi;h instruction in the
early grades «was primarily‘:grough the child's Ll. Graduall} the propor-
tion of instru;:ion in L2 was incfaased until by grade 4 dpproximataly

50 perceac of imstwuction was through each language. t?e evaluation of

: A |
12
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L4 3
L4

. ?
the drogram (Ivaluacion Associatas, 1978) showed that Spanish-bacxground

~

.

studants gained an additional .36 of a year's growth in éngli.h raadiag

» !
for each successive year they speat in the bilihgual program. Spanish-

‘

background students who had spent.five years or dJore ia the bilingual
'progrdm at'the elgmen:a;y ilevel Cendea,to perform Elightly Secter in
Eaglish readinag than the school average at the juaior higﬁ]school level
despite the fact that at least 37 percent of the comparison group were
originally na;ive English speakers. In mathematics, the grade 6 Spanish- |

}

background children in the Nestor program were over a year ahead of the
Spanish speakers in the comparison district.a d only omne wmonth behind
grade level. The English-background part%fip nts in the Nestor bilingual
orogran also performed at a higher level than the comparison groups on a
large majority of measures. Lt Ls difficult to reconcile these f£inadings

with the assumption that bilingual instruction retards the growth of

English academic skills.

Exacclyfthe same pattern of findings is found in well-desigred large-
;cale g.s. ev%luations of bilingual programs., For example, Zgan and Golds-
smich (L981) reportad that in about 90% of the 39 Colorado bilingual pro-
jects for which data were available,non-Znglish language background student
showed a rate of academic progress at least as goéd as that normally expechd
for all students. In the evaluations conducted tn 1977/78, 1978/79 and
1979/80 at four grade levels (X-3), it was found that iam 35 perceat of
the cla;s:ooms studied non-Zaglish backgr;und children éained at least

. an addiziomal .33 of a vear's growth in academic achievemeat beyound that

axpecced by naticnal norms (Table I, 2.13). Inm the 1979/80 data it was

N




: I the X~-3 classrcems non-Znglisn background
. [} N
sctydants zaizad 2T least 14 perdent mors thaa-woull e expected based on
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national norms (Table 2, p.l4). As-ia the Nestor program Eaglish back™

ground students were involved in the Colorado bilingual programs angd
. J .3 .
showed similar patzerns of gains. .

.

» . In summary, che hypothesis that bilingual iastruction leads to

retardation in English academic skilis could sériously be held only by

-

somebody who ‘had refuséd to examige the data. The data show that while
bilingual instruction does not always lead to gains in-English academic

skills, it does so in a sybstantial number of éases (Baker ahd\de Ranter,

. . > . /

1981; Cummins, 1981b) and virtually all the evidence from both majority
s

~& '

and ainority programs refutes the assumption that time spent teachin

through 2 ainority language will resu%: in lower achievement ia the

majority language. . ,

- ) ' \

v
e

A Central Principle of Rilingual Instruction: The Interdependence Hypothesis

-

%

"The fact that there is little relationship between amount of instzruc-

tional time through the majority language and acddemic achievement in that .
~

language strongly suggests that Ll and L2 academic skills are interdependent,

i.e. manifestations of a common underlying proficiemcy. nThe interdependence

byvothesis has been stated formally as follows (Cummins, 198la):

v -

To the extent that fanstruction in is effective in promoting

proficiency in , traunsfer of this proficiémey to witl occur * T .
provided therz is adequate exposure to L. (either in school or
envi:onmen’!’&nd adequate motivation to leara L_.
' \ q y A
. “ .
Apart from the data on bilingual education for majority and minopicy scudents,
N\
b}
14 !
- I

0 . . .
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:
this aypothesis is also supported ov (%) studigs relating age to L2
~ acquisiziou,. (b) investigations of the use of L1 in the home context

v

- when L2 1s the langggge of schooliig, (c) correlatioral and factor anaI?tic
studias of t?e relationshigﬁbé?ween Ll and_LZ, €)) exﬁérimental scudies.of
bilingual information proce§$iné (see Cummias, 198la). We have receatly
. . . o
tasted the interdep;nce hypothesis in a study involving Japanese and Viet-~
namese immigrant students and again found strong supporting avidence

(Cuzmias et al., 1982).

: Thus, predictions derived from the interdependence of 11 and 12
provide a par:i;iﬁbasis for planhing iastzuctional approaches for
language =aizority students. The dat; show clearly that, other thingé
beiag egual, mino;icy students will aot lose out in English as a result
of bilingual instruction.

~ .

/
. The interdependence hypothesis, however, does not by itself provide a

rationale or iancorporating minority studeats' L1 into the curriculum; nor

does it gredicc“that~bilingual approaches will necessarily be more effac-
, tive than English-only approaches in promoting English academic skills.
However, an examination of the charactaristics of those minority students
that tend to fail under L2-only conditions and of the effects of biliﬁgual
.. approaches for these students shows a clear pattern which allows us to

. specify some of the conditions under which bilingual approaches are likely

to be more appropriate than L2~only approaches.

s/
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- Consider some research fiandings ralated to the achievement of

C
H -
;;ﬁﬁnguage ainoricy students: -~
-

1. Yot all language ainoritv students perform poprly at school. Ino the

s

United States,Native and Hispanic groups tend to perform consideradly-

- =4

worse than some other grouvs (e.g. Asian students). ZIa Canada, Franco-
b
Outarian students show very poor performance in L2-only programs whereas -
. Q ) ) -
most Cacadian~bora children of recent immigrant groups have tended to C

pgrform as well or better than equivalent SES Anglosscudentqwigummins,

1981b. R !

-

2. The societal context radically alters the effacts of variables such
. ~—

as length of residence (i.e. exposure to L2) and age of arrival om the

- academic ‘achievement of immigrant students in L2-ounly programs. For

- .

example, immigrant students who arrived in Canada before age six were

found to aghieve grade\norms in L2 academic skill; (Cummins, 1981lc) :
whe{eas Pinnish students who immigrated to Sweden at an early age or

who were born in SJLden attained only a low level in Swedish academic

skilis (Skutnabb~Xangas and Toukomaa, 1976). This latter patzern also

appears to characterize Hispanic students who immigrate at a young age

or who are born in the United States (see Cummins,_l981a). -

X .
. -~

3. Bilingual education programs have shown sonsiderable potential im

improving the academic periormance of language ainoricy students who
— e
, cand fo fail in L2-only orograms. The Qock Poinc program for Navajo

students (Rosier and Folm, 1980) and the Sodertalje program Ior Fimnish
students in Sweden (Hanson, 1979) as well as a comsiderabla number ot
B ) 10 .
ERIC . 16
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aTograms Zor Hispanic studenus \Saxer and de Xanter, 198l; Cumains, 198la)

.

1]lustrata the dramatic impact that well-iaplemertad and community-supportad

bilingual programs have made.

P hY

., As cutlined earlier, neifher socio-economic status nor language and

culeural differénces between home and school,by themselves, can account Zor

the pattarn of differential achievement by minority groups in-differeg:
¢ concexes. Acculruration, or the degree to which minpflcy students adopt
.che language and cultural values of the majority, likewise fails to)account
for the data. If acculturatioun were the major factor at wor? we would
expect those minority Stndents who uSed only English at home to perform
better academically than those who maintained the use of Ll at home. In

fact, as the studies 5¢ Chesarsk (198l) and Bhatnagar (1980) demoustrate,

‘such "acculturated" students often (but not necessarily always) show lower”

_levels of English academic achievement than students who continue to use
cheir L1 at home and maintain their allegiance to the home.culture as they

are learming L2, .

How then can the appareat contradictions in the data be -resolved?
I have suggested (Cummins, 1979, 198la) that a patterm of ambivalence or
uos:*l.:y towards the majority cultural group and insecuricy aov even shame

about one's own languaga and culture is found %o a greater or lesser ex:ent

in minoricy groups that have tended to perform poorly in school (e.g. His=-

-

. panic and Native groups, Franco-Ontarians, PFians in Sweden etc.). This

"yicul tural ambivalence"' is usually the resuit of a historical patternm
)

of disc—mnation and often overt violence against the ainority group as

a whole and school-aged children in particular-(see Skutnabb-Xangas,

1980, 1981). The recent Tyler decision in Texas (0.s. v, iexas, 1981),

EMC \f 1 !7
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Talienating them from their own cultural group and making them intermalize

13

\]
for axample, documented the ''pervasive, intentional discriminatioun tzdrough-
out most of this century'' against Mexican-american students (a charge that
was not contested by the State of Taxas in the trial) and noted that:

!

"the long history of prejudice and deprivation remains a significant
obstacle 'to equal educational opportunity for these children. The.
deep sense of inferiority, cultural isolation,.and acceptance of
failure, instilled in a people by generations of subjugation, cannot
be eradicated merely by integrating the schools and repealing .the
'Wo Spanish' statutes” (p.14).

In a European context, Skutnabb-Rangas (1939, 1980, 1981) has similarly
analysed how dominant groups have "reproduoed the caste of assembly-line

workaers" by denying adequate educational opportunites to minority students,

guilt and shame at their own academic failure.

Aocording to this interpretation, a major reason why bi;ingual education _K

is successfu} in helping to reverse minority students' pattemrm of academic

)

failure is that by validating the cultural identity of the students (as well

1

as the community), it reduces their ambivalence towards the majority language
snd culture. In this respeczﬁ\the presence of Anglo stodents learning Spanish
in the Colorado aund Nestor programs discussed earlier probably contibuted to
this validation process and helped promote positive outcomes for the Hispanic
students. This analysis doas not imply that language an& cultural differences
between home and school are unimportant, just that they are nct the most Eun§a~'

! . .
mental causes of minority students' academic failure. When minority students

are wot characterized by "bicultural ambivalence' the difficulties of, learning
a second language and adapting to a new culture can often be overcome. .
v -

However,~~hen studencs' ambivaléace is reinforced by the linguiscic and

culrural message coaveyed Sy the schiool it is not surprisiag that students

18
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241541 sheir sreordainad rolz ia the syscem and "zentall withdraw" (Catter
?

1970) from academic. tasks. The hypothesis of "bicultural ambivalence” canm

aelp explain wa_ggxican-American and Finnish immigrant students who immigrate

after sevaral years of' schooling im the home countTy appear to have better

.

acadenic srospects than ainority childran éora ig che U.S. or
Sweden, despite much lass exposure to English (Carter, 1970: Cummins, 1981la;
Skutnabb-%angas & Toukomaa, 1976). The better-developed Ll academic skills

of the older children together with che.facc that they have néc internalized

———

the majority group's perception of them as iaferior cam account for their

superior long-term academic performacce in comparisom to students borm into
a minority setting. Im other words, both the interdependence and oicultural

i o
ambivalence hypotheses are useful in accounting for the daca.

A J

The notion of bicultural ambivalence is comsistent with the zore com-
prehensive analysis of mimoricy stu§enc.academic failure proQided by §oh;
Ogbu (1978). Although bgbu's analysis is not directly concerned with
linguistic minorities or bilingual education, che\bat;erns of minority
school performan;e he identifies show ciearly the futility of looking only

at linguistic or school program variables for explanations of the effects

of bilirgual programs.

Ogbu first distinguishes between three typeg of minority groups,
pamely, autonomous, caste and immigraat minorities. Autonomous groups
possess a distimet racial, echmic, religious, liaguistic or cuicugal'
identity and are genmerally not suoordimated economically or politZcally
to the dominant group. Jews and Mormons are current examplas of autonomous

-
.

groups ia the Unitad Stacas. . ' g
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O

Caste ainoritias, on the other hand, ars usually regarded Hv che
dominant group as iafjersntly inferior ;n most raespects. Their pq§c~educa-
tiornal ovpportunities ére'rascricted to the least desirable social and occu-
patioual roles and their faillure to ascend the socioeconomic ladder is
attributed cb éahzZent characcariscicq of the group (e.g. "imnata inceil;-
gence", "cultural deprivation", "bilingualism' eccl): Ogbuliden:ifies .
Black, Iadian and Bispanic groups in the United StACes as caste ninoricies

and attibuces their school failure to inferio{ education_cémbined wich

the perception by the group of post-school accnomic barriers ("job ceiling')

. A\
which limit the rewards to be gained from formsl education. 'The perception
of powerlessness or lack of mastery oper their own fate may influemce the
patteras of parenc-child interaction and the consequent cognitive, linguistic

9

Lo ' f
and motivational styles parsnts transmit to their children. Ogbu points out

that . ' oo

*

"caste minority children naturally acquiré che linguistic, cognitive,
zotivational, and other skills or personal attributes adaptive to

their adiult roleé. These skills may promote- their failure in the
dominant group's type cf school success, but in chat very way schooling
improves their adaptability to the menial social and occupational roles
they will play as adules" (1978, p.4l). '

Ogbu's analysis of the reproduction pf inequality among caste minorities in

the United States is strongly supportad by the identification of similar

-

patterns among casta groups in Britain (West Indians), New Zealand (Maowis),

India (chg scheduled castes), Japan (Buraku outcascgs)lwénd Israel (Q;igggg;

— ]

Jeus).

.

The thizd type of minoricy group, immigrant minoritiles, differ from

most castae dinorities inm that cthey have moved iato a host society more or less

20




volumtarily asd tend =0 have instrumenzal at¥itudas zowards the host sociaety

* b - - -
and 1ts inscitutions. They tand to be less affected by the ideology of

-y

dominant group Suﬁeriority than are caste minofitias and chen their lot
K
appears very good compared gy that of cheir‘refereﬁce group ia the homeland.
Ogbu gives Chinese and Japanese as examples of immigrant gToups in the
- N
Uniced States. e also points out that the status of minoriity groups may .,
change. For example, immigrant minorities may develop into autonomous Or

caste minorities. The facc.thac recent Finnish immigrants to. Sweden and

Mexican immigrant workers in the United States manifes: the characteristics

-

of caste minoricies is clearly a :unccion of historically determined patteras
of relationships between the two cultures. TFor example, Finnish immigrants
"ro Australia are regarded as a high status group and perform well academi-

cally (frqike, 1978) thereby fitting the descriptior of '"immigrant" rather

than "caste" groups, -in contrast to their coun;:rparcs in Sweden.

-
-

Ogbu’s distinctions between different types of minority groups and his
scructural analysis of the causes of school failure among caste minorities
help explain research findings which appear comtradictory when subjeccad only

=0 linguistic or instructionally-tased analyses, uis. analysis o

is clearly compatihle witzh the "piculeural ambi- . N

valence' notion but has the advantage of being at a higher level of generalicy.
While not deayiag that factors associated with SES and language/culbufal
differences do represent real impediments to academic and economic chcess,A
Oghu's analysis allows us to accoune\éqz‘%he fact cgac some pinority grodps
overcome these difficultles whereas ochirs are locked into a caste system.
in whics schools use language and cultural difﬁarences as-tools to reprodué%
"and justify the exiscing order. This process is amply documencsd_and admiczad

by the State of Texas in the receant Tyler decision (U.S. v. Texas, L1981).

'y S
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Conclusions
The present dedbate about the pedadogical effec:ivénes§_of Yilingual *- a

education is charactarized by'claiis and counterclaims about the extenmt

to which research supports two opposing but apparenﬁly equally ;Iagsible
positions. The case for bilingualﬁéducation rests oun'the gsénmpcion that
be&apse children cannog learn in a_language they don'& u;de:stand, zhey s
will fall behind academically in L2-only programs: Against bilingual edu~ N
‘cation is the argument that if you provide dhildren.with less\inst:uccisn o
in Zriglish, they will achieve less in Englisﬁ academic'skiils. To policy=- )

makers what comes across is that there exists little sound qgsearch and

what there is does unot cleatly support either posit}oq.

In Zact, we have an ;normous amount of methodologically Sound
resgarch on bil@ngual education which.refu:es both positions. . On the
one hand, under some conditiouns both'minoricy aad majority ;ﬁudqncs make
good academic proéress.iﬂ LZ-gnly progrdms, whilé, on the other hand, the
vast majority of bilingual program ;valuacigns show no ralationship
between time spent through the m;joricy language and achievement in that .
language. At a linguistic/inscructional level cthese findings can be

~

accounted for by the interdependence hypothesis.

3ut the'policy q;estion remains: "Is bilingual education afiective
in improving minority childrenﬂs guglish academic skills?! .The answer
sugge.sced oy the Baker and de Xanter review is that in many cases bilingual
educacfon does improve child;en's Eaglish performance but this is not
invariably the case. However, this answer conceals auch more than it

reveals. In order to really answer the ‘question of whether "bilingual

education' is or is not effsctive,we must first ask another question:

4
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"y should we expect dilingual educazion to be effsctive?” Tha usual
- ,
; rationale troczed out and the one which underlies mesc of the programs

< . .
—

currently in existence essentially represents a seli-coneradiitory compro-

. o ,
mise betseen the =wo'opposing assumptions presencad above (Cuxmins, 1979)

. .

' -

as well as a concession to the fears of fragmentation and divisiveness
L] . ~

exptessed by many commentators. The result is a program which provides .
Ll instrucczion in order to help minority children leazrn English'and then

*
! "axits" them Sfrom L1 instruction in case they won't continue to leam
. S ) '

English; a program which ostensibly tries to validate minmority childrén's

culeural idencity and self-concept while at the same time "Americanizing"

~

'them as rapldly as posgiblg. in short;many so-called bilingual programs

.

rreat the languages and culturas of minority communities as diseases

5

against which childrén aust be inoculated with Inicial small doses in

order to be rid of them forever.

X
.

Although there are mgny bilingual programs in the U.S, which do ‘'

N W
not counfotm to this caricature, the majority unfortucacely do. There is

litcle reason to expect programs with such a confused rationmale to be

particularly affectdive.

What kipds of bilingual programs would we expect to be effactive
in prometing Eaglish academic skills? Since oRme if the major causes of
. minority children's scgbol failureiies in a historically—engendéred
caste system; any educational iatervention which is tg be eff;ccivé -

must chinge the patterns of relationships between majoridy and alnority

groups. Language and cultural Zactors have been used as powerzul tools

LGN
in the past to iaduce minority gzoups Zo intarnalize the lafarlor status

“
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ﬂwhich the 23jority groun attribunss to -ué_, by the same tcken, language
culzural .achors can be used as tocls to nel? break this destructiye
cycle. ) ’

'There are several obvious wiys in which affective b}lingual programs
use chiidren's ia;guage and culzural backg:ohnds zo achiave'cbei: goals.
First, they ancourage ac:ive'comgunicy parcicipation;in the prééram as a
neans of involving the cbmmunlcy in shaping their owm fuc;re ag} eiiﬁina~
ting the sense of powerlessness which characterizes caste aminorities
(e.g. BHanson, 1979; Modiano, 1966; Rosier & Holm, 1980); ;;§ond, thay
strongly promote the development of L1l skills in order §och;co provide
a strong- foundation for transferring academic skills to English and to
help children experience .nicial academic success, so important for the

[y

growth of a nealthy academic sel.-concepc (e.g. Egan & Goldsmith, 1981),
third, they continue SX promote L1 academic skills throughout school in
orﬁer to help children “experience the subtle academic and cognitive

advantages which result from proficient bilingualism (e.g. Cummins, 198la;

Deivila & Duncam, 1979).

Such programs will undoubtedly increase minority students’' future

economic prospects because of the greater range of job opportunities

~

- available to bilinguals, Concerns about Americap vulnerability in trade

‘and defense as a result of lack of proficieat bilinguals are being imcrea-

singly voiced (e.g. President's Commission, 1979). Effective biliagual

-

programs o:f che type described above can help rasolve thesa problems as

well as increase ninority scudencs prospects of aducational and economic

viapilicy. "Such programs have a theoretical and empiriéal basis which

’




has Ybeex elaboratad Ia dezail (e‘.g. CaliZarnia Stace 5epart:‘xent: of Edueca-
tion, 1981). Monolingual Znglish programs, by contrast, have aeither v
empirical ao0r theoretical supporz. 1In 'addicion,.:he‘y squander national
l‘.nguist:i.c resources, parpetuats :I;xe "job ée:l‘.ligg" for mizorities by -
elindinaciag their notential b~ili:xgual advantage and are :éin:ad by the )

educatiocdlly failure which they have iaduced 4nm generations of minority '

students.

O ‘ ) . . 2 o »
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1. This account is focused on the debate regarding the pedagogical

-usually introduced in grade 2 and the time devoted to L1 in increased !

. Baker and de Ranter (198l) have rejected the Colorado reasults on two

rootnotes .

¢ »

rationale for bilingual educaticn and sociopclitcal aspects are 1
: -

not considareq in any detail.

3
S

French imgersion programs involve teaching Enélish—speaking children
Fhrough ?r%ncn for a maiér part of the school day in order to p:omo>e
the development of bilingualism. English (L1) language arts are
ﬁuripg the elementary grades.to about 50 percent by grade 6. Thus
immersion progranms gonscicuce one type of bilingual program (see
Tucker 1980.for a discussion of the implications .of immersicn programs
for U.S. dilingual educatiom).

N
¥

grounds: £irst, they argue that the gains reflect only the statistical
artifact known as "regressicn to the mean" and second that the use ot
the nora~referanced model 1is inappropriate since the nature of the

learning-curve for language minority children 1is not kaown.|

v

The first objection igmores the fact that continged gaias across grade
levels (X-3) cannot be explained by tegression te the mean. In other.
words regression to the mean could account for gains made between %X

aud grade 1 but couygf;oc then account for subsequent;gains made

between g:adell and grade 2, and gradé'z and grade 3.

Baker and de Xantar's secdnd objection is bizaxre insofar as they them-
selves report nationally ceprdsencative data oves—a-three-year time

neriod showing similar learaing curves Zor language-minority and 3ono-

. . ] ’) . . . . X .
.26 S .
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h
limgual Ipglisk-speaking gwoups! They alse wepor: dacta by Carsrud and

Curtis (1980) which showed that Mexican-imericans' academic performance

declined’ abouz 15 percentila points (i.e. from above the mean to under

L

y o3

the 4Jth perceatila) over the course of elementary, school. The izplica~

tions for minority studeats' typical learming curveés are thdc if studeacts
start low they will stay low (3aker and de Ranter, 1981, p.13) or if
they start high, they will de:zline (Carsrud and Cuztis, 1980} Carcter,

1970). If the typical learming curve were such chaé'lanéuage ainority
L

students would be expected to make greater gains than the norm group
in cach grade from grades X-3, as Baker and de Kanter seem to argue,

one aight wouder how language minority students manage to show such
D . @
poor achievement and why bilingual programs were institutad in the

- . -
first place. : -

In short, the Baker and ‘de Kanter objections.to the Colorade study are

-

self-contradictory in attempting to expl;in away che‘gains amade by
"language minority students. They also fail T explain the excellent
progress made by the English-background‘group which refutes th;ir
théoretical assumption that less imstruction in English will lead

o less English achievement.

The notion of "bicultural ambivalence' does not imply any type of
"socioculetural deficit", Racher ic appears to be a cnaracteris:xc
of .minority groups who have been discriminaced againsc economxcally.
policically, ‘culturally and educationally.  Any accemnc €O

identify "causes" of minority children's school failure aust assign

a ‘undamental rols to theseprviolations serpetuated by dominant g*oups

on ainority gzoups. fhis, of course, does not z;ean that linguistic

factors are unimportant; n the contrary, they represent 2Xxtremeiy:
sowerZul intarvening variaoles, in both the scientific and aducagional sense

of the tera.

N T - ) P
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